Scholars within the field of psychology have increasingly reflected on the cost of caring and the quality of life of people in helping professionals. Indeed, the balance between the positive and the challenging aspects of this helping profession has become central in this discourse. In line with these developments, researchers have attempted to better understand Sport Psychology-Professional Quality of Life (SP-PQL). In this manuscript, we present the findings of a Delphi method study in which we aimed to develop an operational definition, conceptualization, and measure of SP-PQL.
interventions (e.g., Neil, Cropley, Wilson, & Faull, 2013) . Indeed, developing and maintaining a wide range of professional competencies is fundamental to the effective practice of sport psychologists (cf. Fletcher & Maher, 2013; Tenenbaum, Lidor, Papaianou, & Samulski, 2003) , with such competencies being affected by the personal and professional lives of SPPs in the course of their everyday working lives and over their careers.
Little attention has been paid to the personal and professional demands that SPPs encounter (cf. Cropley et al., 2016) or the strategies they use to succeed in their careers. To elaborate, despite being trained to help others cope with demanding circumstances, SPPs must fulfill such roles, while also managing challenges in their own personal and professional lives. Indeed, scholars have recently noted the importance of effective coping strategies among SPPs to maintain wellbeing and performance (see e.g., Cropley et al., Fletcher, Rumbold, Tester, & Coombes, 2011; Hings, Wagstaff, Thelwell et al., 2018; Hings, Wagstaff, Anderson et al., 2018) . SPPs may also experience challenges associated with ethical boundaries, with researchers (e.g., Quartiroli & Etzel, 2012; Stapleton et al., 2010) highlighting the potential negative impact of such challenges on individuals' professional quality of life. For example, Quartiroli and Etzel (2012) proposed that SPPs should be included among those professionals who experience both compassion fatigue and satisfaction that can affect ProQOL (Stamm, 2010) . To test this assumption, Quartiroli and Etzel measured the level of ProQOL of SPPs using Stamm's (2010) Professional Quality of Life scale (ProQOL-V). While the authors' findings revealed generally high levels of ProQOL among practitioners, Quartiroli and Etzel (2012) , noted that the ProQOL-V instrument was not designed to measure ProQOL relative to sport psychology practice, and that it failed to reflect nuances of SPP's work, such as their unique clientele, atypical work settings, and multiple roles (cf. Andersen et al., 2001; McCann, 2000) .
In light of these limitations, in a recent study, twenty globally-situated senior SPPs were interviewed about their Sport Psychology-Professional Quality of Life (SP-PQL) (Quartiroli, Etzel, Knight, Zakrajsek, in press; Quartiroli, Knight, Etzel, Zakrajsek, in press) . The data revealed five themes relevant to SP-PQL: (a) the lived experience of SP-PQL; (b) the nature of the profession; (c) SP-PQL as an ongoing journey; (d) deliberate engagement in the profession, and; (e) the interconnection between personal and professional life (Quartiroli, Etzel, et al. in press) . These themes indicated a multifaceted conceptualization of SP-PQL. The SPP participants also reported a generally positive SP-PQL, and highlighted numerous satisfactory aspects of their profession (e.g., control over profession-related decision making, working environment quality, work-life balance)
as key contributing factors to their SP-PQL. Additionally, a range of challenges and strategies were reportedly used by SPPs to meet the demands of their profession (Quartiroli, Knight, et al., in press) . That is, the SPPs described numerous challenges they faced while fostering and sustaining their professional practice and lives. For example, some of the challenges SPPs faced included the provision of client-centered support, which often unfolded in non-traditional settings, poor working conditions, and ambiguous professional roles (Andersen, Van Raalte, & Brewer, 2001; Etzel & Watson, 2006; Stapleton, Hankes, Hays, & Parham, 2010; Waumsley, Hemmings, & Payne, 2010) .
SPPs also reported the desire to be perceived as competent, effective professionals in the face of varying, and often unrealistic, or misinformed, expectations for professional services by clients, coaches, and others (Quartiroli, Knight, et al., in press, see also Hings, Wagstaff, Thelwell, et al., 2018) . On the other hand, SPPs helpful in counteracting the challenges they faced. For example, within their professional sphere, they valued the importance of aiming to effectively communicate with clients, coaches, professional colleagues, personal family and friends about their services, boundaries, practice characteristics, and professional roles. They also acknowledged the importance of engaging in self-care to support their professional quality of life (Quartiroli, Etzel, Knight, Zakrajsek, 2018; Quartiroli, Knight, et al., in press ).
The present study aimed to extend these findings by developing a definition, conceptualization, and measure of SP-PQL. The benefits of such outcomes lie in their applied and research use. In order to address the research aims, a Delphi method (see Dalkey & Helmer, 1963) was used to integrate content-driven knowledge from experts
Method

Design
The Delphi method was described by Kaynak and Macauley (1984) as, "a unique method of eliciting and refining group judgement based on the rationale that a group of experts is better than one expert when exact knowledge is not available" (p. 90). This technique offers a systematic, rigorous, and relatively novel approach to generating opinion and consensus on issues that require the input of geographically-dispersed experts. The Delphi method is characterized by four key elements: (1) anonymity of the panelists, which allows them to freely express their opinions without the pressure to conform to group thinking; (2) iteration, which allows the panelists to refine their views based on group feedback at each round; (3) feedback, which informs the panelists of the other panelists' perspectives, providing the opportunity to clarify and/or change their opinions; and finally; (4) statistical analysis of responses, which allows for a quantitative analysis and interpretation of data (Rowe & Wright, 1999) . We perceived the Delphi method as the most suitable approach for a number of reasons. First, the panelists in this study were spread around the globe.
Second, due to their busy schedules, the professionals involved in the study needed flexibility in when they participated. Finally, the Delphi method provided a viable tool for learning from highly experienced professionals in a short amount of time (cf. Brady, 2015) .
The aim of the Delphi method is to gain consensus among experts by gathering data using a series of iterative questionnaire stages (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Keeney, Hasson, & McKenna, 2011) . This iterative process involves multiple rounds of questionnaire development, each building on the results of the previous round (Keeney et al., 2011) . After each round the results are recorded, analyzed, and returned to the experts for reevaluation. Over multiple iterations, the experts are asked to consider the composite responses of all the panelists, and reflect on their own responses.
This system of feedback allows the experts to reassess their initial opinion, thus assisting the development of the measure in a synergistic manner. Strengths of the Delphi method include expert anonymity, controlled feedback, and the opportunity to conduct a variety of statistical analyses to assist interpreting the data (Keeney et al., 2011) . These characteristics enable researchers to limit some of the common shortcomings of conventional pooling techniques, such as dominant participants, noise, and conformity (Dalkey, 1972) . The consensus approach of the Delphi has been used to build (e.g., Brady, 2015) , further develop (e.g., Mosadeghrad, 2013) and validate (e.g., Culley, 2011) conceptual and theoretical models. Generally, such study designs involve at least a two-step process beginning with identification/elaboration of a set of concepts followed by classification/taxonomy development (Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004) . A key tenet of the Delphi method is the proposition that group opinion is more robust than individual opinion (McKenna, 1994) , and that group consensus is a useful technique for soliciting the opinions of experts in a given domain (Schmidt, 1997) .
The Expert Panel Identification
In this study, the experts were selected following an initial review of literature and a theoretical sampling process aimed at identifying experts from around the world, and whose profiles could cover the heterogeneity of the sport psychology activities. In line with guidelines for the Delphi method (Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004) , we established four inclusion criteria for the expert panel. Those criteria were (1) professionals with at least 10 years of professional experience; (2) with expertise in sport psychology, (3) who the authors considered to be a globally-recognizable expert in sport psychology, and; (4) who had either 15 years of applied practice experience, and/or 15 peer-reviewed journal publications in the area of sport psychology. Introductory emails containing an invitation to participate were sent to 31 leading experts on sport psychology, from which a panel of 16 experts agreed to participate (response rate = 51.6%). Five experts declined the invitation because they were too busy to participate, and a further six did not respond. The final panel included experienced professionals with an average of 20.69 (SD = 7.8) years of experience working as SPPs, situated in the United States (7; 43.75%), Europe (6; 37.5%) and Australia (3; 18.75%). These experts spread their time similarly between academic (M = 53.5; SD = 30.8) and applied (M = 46.5; SD = 30.8) practice (see Table 1 ). The participants also had experience of publishing within peer-reviewed journals in the field of sport psychology. Specifically, all of the participants had at least 10 peer-reviewed publications, with ten participants having over 30 publications.
Of the 31 initially invited experts, 20 individuals agreed to participate and completed the first round (response rate = 64.5%). While all of these participants were invited to take part in the panel for the second round, 16 committed to participate and completed the survey, thus reducing the size of the panel (second round response rate = 80%). The same 16 experts also completed the third round of data collection (third round response rate = 100%). Although the optimal size of the Delphi panel is variable and depends on the purpose of the study, as well as the heterogeneity of the target population (see Martin, 1983) , Dalkey (1969) argued that a linear increase in accuracy occurs when the number of panel experts is 11 or more. Other scholars have argued that a panel of 15 to 20 experts might be optimal (e.g., Dalkey, Brown, & Cochran, 1970; Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gustafson, 1975; Ludwig, 1997) . The results of this Delphi study developed over a three rounds of data collection and analysis. Prior to round 1, the panelists rated their own perceived knowledge of SP-PQL out of 100 (1 = no knowledge at all, 100 = complete knowledge), with ratings ranging from 53 to 100 (M = 81.21, SD = 13.75). Participants also rated their own perceived level SP-PQL (M = 77.37, SD = 17.93), which had a large range (30 to 99). See Table 1 for further information on the experts.
Procedure
In line with Okoli and Pawlowski's (2004) guidelines, the experts who agreed to participate were sent an email with instructions to follow a link to the first-round survey hosted by Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Two follow-up emails were sent to those experts who agreed to participate, but who did not complete the first round of the study. Figure 1 provides a procedural flow chart.
The purpose of the first round of the Delphi was to extend the extant theoretical and conceptual knowledge of professional quality of life as previously developed within the sport psychology profession (Quartiroli, Etzel, et al., in press ). This goal was achieved by inviting panelists to comment on the proposed model components (Quartiroli, Etzel, et al., in press ), aiming to establish consensus regarding an operational definition of SP-PQL. Importantly, we encouraged participants to identify, comment, and elaborate on concepts (cf. Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004) . That is, the panelists were first invited to answer open-ended questions (e.g., "To what extent do you feel these categories reflect the Professional Quality of Life for Sport Psychology Professionals and is there anything that you consider important that is not represented?"). Participants were also invited
to answer similar open-ended questions to gather their opinion about the three proposed dimensions based on the findings of (Quartiroli, Etzel, et al., in press): (1) Multifaceted Meaning of SP-PQL,
(2) Challenges hindering to SP-PQL, and (3) Strategies to support SP-PQL. Finally, they were asked to evaluate the importance of each of the 37 sub-components of the model (see Table 2 ), ranking the importance of each component using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = "not important at all", 5 = "very important" to a definition of SP-PQL).
In the second round of the Delphi, the experts were presented with the list of statements developed from the feedback provided in first round and based on the operational definition agreed upon. This process aimed to develop a finalized, consensus-based, version of a novel theory-led measurement tool able to assess sport psychology professional quality of life. Participants were invited to evaluate each statement in terms of its fit for the construct definition (Fit) and its face validity (Quality). Specifically, ratings were made using a 5-point Likert scale for both fit (1 = very poor fit, 5 = very good fit) and quality (1 = item is not readable or clear, 5 = item is very readable and clear). The statements were then presented to the experts in three sections, reflecting the proposed dimensions, with opportunities to make open-ended comments after each section. For this study, we adopted Keeney et al.'s (2011) threshold for determining consensus. That is, we deemed consensus to have been reached when at least 75% (12 out of 16) of the experts were within a ± 1 standard deviation acceptability threshold. The second round concluded with the modification of items according to the experts' comments, opinions, and recommendations. Finally, following the removal of those statements that did not reach consensus, the third round was launched, which involved sending an individualized survey to each expert for final feedback and commentary. After the third round consensus was deemed to have been reached for the questionnaire items, and the instrument was finalized. This process unfolded within three months between May and August 2017.
Results
The present Delphi study included three rounds, during which the authors aimed to develop a consensual definition, model, and measure of SP-PQL. Over the three rounds of data collection, the authors gathered information about the panelists in order to provide a snapshot of their professional credentials, experiences, and engagement in the profession, which are presented in Table 1 . The general findings are hereafter presented by round.
Round 1. During the first round of the Delphi method, the panelists were invited to provide narrative responses to a proposed model of Sport Psychology Professional Quality of Life, based on recent findings (see Quartiroli, Etzel, et al., in press; Quartiroli, Knight, et al., in press) . A preliminary content analysis of the responses was conducted to analyze and categorize the responses (see Table 3 ). Throughout this analysis process, positive statements (e.g., "good job with the items") were acknowledged, but eliminated because they did not provide any content-based feedback to further develop the definition, model, or measure. A finalized list of 42 statements was generated and analyzed. It was noteworthy at this stage that several aspects of SP-PQL identified in previous research did not receive support. For instance, the categories "lack of recognition" and "public misunderstanding" did not receive support from the expert panel.
All participants provided additional quantitative feedback regarding the proposed definition of SP-PQL and more specifically regarding its three main dimensions: (1) Multifaceted Meaning of SP-PQL (5 components), (2) Challenges hindering to SP-PQL (14 components), and (3) Strategies to support SP-PQL (18 components). Specifically, all 37 components of the definition were rated as "Extremely" or "Very" important. The panel generally rated as important the respective SP-PQL dimensions of the multifaceted meaning of SP-PQL (M = 4.44, SD = 0.7) challenges to SP-PQL(M = 3.96, SD = 0.94), and strategies to support SP-PQL (M = 4.4, SD = 0.79; see Table 2 ). Based on the quantitative and qualitative feedback on the SP-PQL model that the panelists generated during the first round of the study, we developed a series of 46 different statements to be presented to the panelists in the second round of the study.
Round 2. Following content analysis of the qualitative data and of the ranking process from Round 1, a list of 46 items was developed and sent to the participants for rating. These items were based on a combination of the experts' independent views and feedback on research-informed categories presented to them in Round 1. In line with the procedure undertaken by Keeney et al.
(2011), we analyzed the results of the expert ranking for "fit" and "quality". First, we calculated mean and standard deviation of the participants' ratings for each of the newly developed 46 items.
Panelists' ratings within ± 1 standard deviation of the whole panel mean were considered within the acceptability threshold, were deemed to have reached consensus and retained, while those rated as more than ± 1 standard deviation of the mean were considered outside this threshold and discarded.
We conducted this refinement process for each item using the data provided by participants regarding the "Fit" and "Quality" of the items. The panelists failed to reach the 75% acceptability threshold for twelve of the items. Specifically, 8 of these statements did not reach the threshold for "fit" and four did not reach it for "quality". Following these analyses 12 of the original items did not reach consensus and were included in third round in an attempt to stimulate further reflection and reach consensus about the items as appropriate or inappropriate (cf. Keeney et al., 2011) .
Round 3. During the final round, panelists were presented with the 12 statements that did not reach the 75% consensus threshold in Round 2. In line with the recommendations of Keeney et al. (2011), for each of these items we indicated the group mean and standard deviation. The panelists were then asked to read the comments and ratings of other panelists, to reflect on their own judgements, and then provide ratings of the remaining items. This round gave the experts an opportunity to further clarify the information and their judgments about the importance of each individual item. The analysis of the data showed that the experts reached consensus on eight of these items, while the remaining four did not reach consensus and were removed from the final list.
Discussion
In this study, the authors aimed to extend the emerging knowledge concerning the professional quality of life of helping professionals by seeking a consensual definition of the construct and by developing a measure of professional quality of life specific for sport psychology professionals. The findings provide a novel, expert consensus-derived conceptualization, operationalization, and measurement of SP-PQL, which have value for applied and research psychologists. To elaborate, the definition and measure developed by the process was one in which SP-PQL was treated as a multidimensional construct, capturing respondents' ratings of their own SP-PQL via an instrument that would be reasonably quick and easy to complete, while being reasonably comprehensive in its coverage (see Table 5 ). In fact, this measure not only provides an indicator of one's SP-PQL, but also identifies the personal and professional challenges to and strategies used by SPPs to maintain their personal and professional well-being and longevity within the profession. These findings support and extend previous studies (Quartiroli, Etzel, et al., in press; Quartiroli, Knight, et al., in press) and highlight the importance of SP-PQL as foundational aspect of an effective and satisfying career. As such, we believe the measure will have utility for training, practice, and research purposes. Taking each of these in turn, we consider the potential value of this measure.
In order to safeguard SPPs, their clients, and the profession as a whole, it is important that SPPs are educated on SP-PQL. In order to achieve this outcome, educators and supervisors should encourage neophyte practitioners to be cognizant of the challenges they might face during qualification and training. Moreover, the work presented in this manuscript might be useful for neophyte and early-career practitioners by facilitating consideration of the strategies they use to sustain their effectiveness and well-being in comparison to those encouraged by senior practitioners and experts. Hence, the SP-PQL definition, conceptual consensus, and instrument developed here could provide a valuable yardstick for practitioners at each stage of their professional development.
In doing so, it is our hope that this work will provide insight into the ways practitioners manage the demands they face in their professional lives, while also extending recent theoretical developments on the working lives of SPPs (cf. Fletcher et al., 2011; Cropley et al., 2016; Hings, Wagstaff, Thelwell et al., 2018; Hings, Wagstaff, Anderson et al., 2018; Wagstaff et al., 2015; .
In addition to training uses, we also hope that following psychometric validation of the instrument, this measure will be used to examine the relationship between SP-PQL and various found practitioner well-being, intention to leave the profession, and performance to be associated with emotional labor (i.e., the process of managing feelings and expressions to fulfil the emotional requirements of a job). Given such findings, future research might examine the relationship between emotional labor and SP-PQL. Other valuable lines of inquiry include the examination of the relationship between SP-PQL and an individual's wellbeing, performance, burnout, and intention to leave the profession. Beyond the use of this work as a training and research aid, the authors believe the greatest potential contribution to professional development and practice lies in its value for selfassessment. That is, the findings provide further evidence of the salience of continuing education programs to include a focus on career-sustaining strategies important to fostering and maintaining their SP-PQL (cf. Quartiroli, Etzel et al., in press; Quartiroli, Knight et al., in press) . We also hope the insight provided by the present work will help facilitate reflective practice. Given the present findings, it is surprising that major proficiency criterion developed by leading professional societies (e.g., Association of Applied Sport Psychology and American Psychological Association Division 47) fail to include reflective practice and self-care components, despite both being identified as critical competencies for SPP practitioners (see Andersen, Van Raalte, & Brewer, 2000; Cropley, Hanton, Miles, & Niven, 2010) and professional psychologists (see Fouad et al., 2009; Norcross, 2000) . Hence, we hope the conceptualization and measure developed here might assist practitioners to reflect on the challenges they face and the strategies they use to sustain effective practice when encountering such demands, and inform guidance for organizational ethics codes. That is, we believe such knowledge will be valuable for both scholars researching the working lives of SPPs (cf. Quartiroli & Etzel, 2012) and practitioners employed in precarious and volatile sport environments (cf. Gilmore et al., 2018; Hings, Wagstaff, Thelwell, et al., 2018; Hings, Wagstaff, Anderson et al., 2018; Wagstaff et al., 2015; .
Further research is needed to extend this work and examine the reliability and validity of the instrument developed here. That is, researchers should examine the validity of the SP-PQL measure in relation to other instruments that measure related constructs, such as quality of working life and career sustaining behaviors. Moreover, researchers might also examine the internal consistency of our measure over time. Additionally, due to its possible use in graduate and continued education, it may be beneficial to develop workshops to explore the SP-PQL of novice and expert professionals in order to extend awareness and knowledge of the construct, and to share the ways experts have fostered it throughout their careers. Further, given several categories (e.g., lack of recognition and public misunderstanding) did not receive support from the expert panel, but have been commonly reported in previous research on SP-PQL, it may be that further research aimed at illuminating the unique aspects of SPP's professional roles and work settings would be beneficial. Importantly, the numerous pathways to practice within the SPP professional domain may result more diverse challenges and strategies. For example, individuals in this professional domain have diverse initial training (e.g., kinesiology, sport and exercise psychology, and general psychology), role specialization (e.g., research, teaching, and consultancy) and domain of application specialization (e.g., sport, exercise and performance), and a variety of practice expertise (e.g., counseling, clinical, organizational skills).
It should be noted that the Delphi method does not necessarily provide the "right" answer to a given problem. The findings presented here are a reflection of expert SPPs consensus beliefs in 2017 and are likely to change as profession challenges and strategies to sustain careers evolve.
Hence, this descriptive conceptualization and measure of SP-PQL may require reevaluation in future decades. Nevertheless, this approach is a systematic, rigorous, and relatively novel means of structuring group communication for the purpose of determining consensus between group members (cf. Coates, 1975) . A potential limitation of the present study was the lack of experts from non-Anglophone countries with the sample lacking experts from South and Central America, as well as the African and the Asian continents. Given that cultural boundaries and norms might influence SPPs' views on SP-PQL, we would advise caution in applying our definition, conceptualization, and measure of SP-PQL in these continents until further confirmatory work is undertaken.
In conclusion, the Delphi method used here provided a valuable approach to establishing expert consensus on conceptual, operational, and measurement aspects of professional quality of life for sport psychologists. The findings point to the importance of SP-PQL in the working lives of expert SPPs and extend previous findings. Such insights are relevant for training, professional development, welfare among professionals, and the advancement and protection of the profession.
To the authors' knowledge, this is the first time that the Delphi technique has been used in this manner, and the findings illustrate that its use was fruitful, with the method proving relatively easy to implement and valuable for gaining consensus on factors of interest. Dalkey, N., & Helmer, O. (1963) . An experimental application of the Delphi method to the use of experts. Management Science, 9(3) , 458-467.
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Multifaceted Meaning
Applying psych skills in personal lives is not linked to professional quality of life. Impossible to divide professional value and self-worth based on clients The potentially negative aspects of one's work will be face and need to be dealt with.
Using SP skills may play almost no role in professional and personal lives and may have little to do with personal needs and professional effectiveness. Embrace in philosophies that help meet personal needs and increase effectiveness. Working in large organizations reduces the ability to be autonomous and flexible. Apparently main focus on private practitioners. Lack of representation of practitioner's interest in working to help others, and watching people grow and change. Importance of the activities prior to becoming an SP professional, which can enhance competence and self-worth within the SP field.
Deep core values about life's purpose. Guiding light based on spiritual or secular beliefs Not enough focus on financial well-being (income; home; ability to support family; own hobbies, etc.) Yes, these categories reflect the professional quality of life for SPP. They are all of extreme importance. The language used in these short descriptions of each category can be improved Lack of representation of the importance of relating, relationships and connecting with people in engaging ways
Challenges
Managing relationships' (especially with coaches, performance directors, and other stakeholders rather than the client). A different question than if these challenges are common and/or controllable in our profession. Financial concerns as psychology is often one of the first services to be cut in organization with budget cuts. 
Strategies
Doing good work and take pride in it.
Engaging in professional quality of life becomes a 24 hour a day commitment. Striking the balance between personal and professional life. Engaging in discussion with other professionals as a coping mechanism. Develop relationships, especially with mentors/colleagues with whom one can consult. Engaging in continued education as a way to learn and grow. Importance of the professional's identity(/ies) and roles of the SPP. Personal faith has the most impact on professional quality of life. The field failed to create clear, ethical, and sustainable business models; pro bono work does not seem to be useful.
Connecting what you are doing to your personal value system and what gives your life purpose and meaning. Delegating effectively in team environments. Being willing (and accepting of need) to quit when necessary, due to lack of fit or when being asked to act unethically. Seeking feedback. Not enough worthwhile fulltime jobs for SP practitioners, lead to lack of full disclosure or genuine friendship with SPs. 
